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DETAILED ACTION 

Drawings 

1 . The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show 
every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the indicators, service 
features, truth value, expressions, Boolean expressions having arithmetic comparison 
operators, special entry must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No 
new matter should be entered. 

A proposed drawing correction or corrected drawings are required in reply to the 
Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The objection to the drawings 
will not be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

2. Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the 
disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single 
paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that 
the abstract not exceed 150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract 
on the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology 
often used in patent claims, such as "means" and "said," should be avoided. The 
abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether 
there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information 
given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The 
disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure 
describes," etc. 

Abstract is too short. 

3. The following guidelines illustrate the preferred layout for the specification of a 
utility application. These guidelines are suggested for the applicant's use. 
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Arrangement of the Specification 

As provided in 37 CFR 1 .77(b), the specification of a utility application should 
include the following sections in order. Each of the lettered items should appear in 
upper case, without underlining or bold type, as a section heading. If no text follows the 
section heading, the phrase "Not Applicable" should follow the section heading: 

(a) TITLE OF THE INVENTION. 

(b) CROSS-REFERENCE TO RELATED APPLICATIONS. 

(c) STATEMENT REGARDING FEDERALLY SPONSORED RESEARCH OR 

DEVELOPMENT. 

(d) THE NAMES OF THE PARTIES TO A JOINT RESEARCH AGREEMENT. 

(e) INCORPORATION-BY-REFERENCE OF MATERIAL SUBMITTED ON A 

COMPACT DISC. 

(f) BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION. 

(1) Field of the Invention. 

(2) Description of Related Art including information disclosed under 37 
CFR 1.97 and 1.98. 

(g) BRIEF SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION. 

(h) BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE SEVERAL VIEWS OF THE DRAWING(S). 

(i) DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE INVENTION. 

(j) CLAIM OR CLAIMS (commencing on a separate sheet). 

(k) ABSTRACT OF THE DISCLOSURE (commencing on a separate sheet). 

(I) SEQUENCE LISTING (See MPEP § 2424 and 37 CFR 1 .821-1 .825. A 
"Sequence Listing" is required on paper if the application discloses a 
nucleotide or amino acid sequence as defined in 37 CFR 1 .821(a) and if 
the required "Sequence Listing" is not submitted as an electronic 
document on compact disc). 

The specification is missing section headings. 

4. 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, requires the specification to be written in "full, 

clear, concise, and exact terms." The specification is replete with terms which are not 

clear, concise and exact. The specification should be revised carefully in order to 

comply with 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph. Examples of some unclear, inexact or 

verbose terms used in the specification are: "symbols INFO, STATEMENT etc. in the 

first column represent indicators (paragraph 0019) then indicators seem to be 
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something else in other paragraphs such as in paragraph 0023 which states that "the 
indicators are represented in the form of Boolean values with 0 or 1 ." This is confusing. 
Are indicators first column or values of 0 or 1? Clarify throughout the specification with 
consistencies. No new matter may be entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

6. Claims 1-8 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention: 

Re claim 1 , the specifications descriptions of indicators is unclear and confusing. 
It is difficult to determine what is "indicators". Examples of some unclear, inexact or 
verbose terms used in the specification are: "symbols INFO, STATEMENT etc. in the 
first column represent indicators (paragraph 0019) then indicators seem to be 
something else in other paragraphs such as in paragraph 0023 which states that "the 
indicators are represented in the form of Boolean values with 0 or 1 ." This is confusing. 
Are indicators first column or values of 0 or 1? Clarify throughout the specification with 
consistencies. No new matter may be entered. 
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Re claim 4, the specifications does not give full, clear, concise and exact 
descriptions of "indicators corresponding to Boolean expressions having arithmetic 
comparison operators for the services with a numerical value". Clarify. No new matter 
may be entered. 

Re claim 5, the specifications does not give full, clear, concise and exact 
descriptions of "indicators being determined using a table". Clarify. A listing in table is 
described, but nothing seems to be determined using a table. No new matter may be 
entered. 

7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

8. Claims 1 -1 0 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1 and 9 are confusing, since it is missing a terminology such as 
comprising to distinguish between the meat of the claim and the preamble. For claim 1 , 
examiner suggests "improvements comprising" in order to clarify. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "service features" in line 4. This is confusing. Is this 
the same service features of line 2? Clarify. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "an indicator" in line 5. This is confusing. Is this the 
same one of the indicators in line 4? Clarify. 
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Claim 9 recites the limitation "the client" in line 3. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 9 recites the limitation "the assessment" in line 4. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 10 recites the limitation "the indicators" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

9. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

10. Claims 1-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Re claims 1-8, claims 1-8 fails to fall within a statutory category of invention. 
They are directed to a program itself, not a process occurring as a result of executing 
the program, a machine programmed to operate in accordance with the program nor a 
manufacture structurally and functionally interconnected with the program in a manner 
which enables the program to act as a computer component and realize its functionality. 
They are also clearly not directed to a composition of matter. Therefore, they are non- 
statutory under 32 USC 101 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

12. Claims 1 and 7-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Drummond etal. (20010014881). 

Re claim 1 (as best understood), Drummond et al. discloses in an operation of 
controlling the interactions which are offered by a user interface of a device on the basis 
of service features which are available for the device, the improvement wherein: 
indicators are determined by the combination of service features (see figures 26-31 for 
example), each interaction is assigned an indicator and a limiting value (where the 
decision tree allows, see figures 23, 25 for example), and wherein the interaction is 
offered if the indicator complies with the limiting value (inherent, since the interaction 
only occurs according to the decisions or the actions allowed, see figures 23, 25 for 
example). 

Re claim 7, Drummond et al. discloses, the device, as a client, being connected 
to a server which provides the client with services which depend on indicators (see 
figures 1-3 and abstract for example). 

Note regarding "a method for determining corresponding service features being 
prescribed and it being possible to use these service features to determine indicators," a 
method limitation is not germane to the issue of patentability of the product itself. 
Therefore, this limitation has not been given patentable weight. 
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Re claim 8, Drummond et al. discloses, wherein the services which are provided 
for the client by the server include the configuration of the user interface (see paragraph 
10 and 1 1 for example). 

Re claim 9 (as best understood), Drummond et al. discloses a method of 
controlling all of the interactions using a central server which dynamically manages the 
services and service features which are available in the client and, in addition, also 
allows the availability of its own operating means (DB, host connection etc.) to be 
included in the assessment (see figures 1-3 and abstract for example). 

Re claim 10, Drummond et al. discloses, the interactions offered and the 
indicators being determined in the server and service features being transmitted from 
the client to the server (see figures 1-3 and abstract for example). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

14. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
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consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

15. Claims 2-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Drummond et al. 

Re claim 2, Drummond et al. substantially discloses a control operation as set 
forth in claim 1 above except wherein the service feature is in the form of a truth value 
indicating the availability of a service or in the form of a numerical value indicating the 
available capacity of a service. It would have been an obvious matter of design choice 
to have the service feature in the form of a truth value or numerical value, since such a 
modification would have involved the mere application of a known technique to a piece 
of prior art ready for improvement. Where a claimed improvement on a device or 
apparatus is no more than "the simple substitution of one known element for another or 
the mere application of a known technique to a piece of prior art ready for 
improvement," the claim is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 
USPQ.2d 1509, 1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR v. Teleflex, 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1740, 
82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 (2007)). Accordingly Applicant claims a combination that only 
unites old elements with no change in the respective functions of those old elements, 
and the combination of those elements yields predictable results; absent evidence that 
the modifications necessary to effect the combination of elements is uniquely 
challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim is unpatentable as 
obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d at 1518-19 (BPAI, 
2007) (citing KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1740, 82 USPQ2d at1396. 
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Re claim 3, Drummond et al. substantially discloses the invention except 
wherein service features are assigned to indicators using expressions. It would have 
been an obvious matter of design choice to have it programmed wherein service 
features are assigned to indicators using expressions, since such a modification would 
have involved the mere application of a known technique to a piece of prior art ready for 
improvement. Where a claimed improvement on a device or apparatus is no more than 
"the simple substitution of one known element for another or the mere application of a 
known technique to a piece of prior art ready for improvement," the claim is 
unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d 1509,1518-19 
(BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR v. Teleflex, 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1740, 82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 
(2007)). Accordingly Applicant claims a combination that only unites old elements with 
no change in the respective functions of those old elements, and the combination of 
those elements yields predictable results; absent evidence that the modifications 
necessary to effect the combination of elements is uniquely challenging or difficult for 
one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim is unpatentable as obvious under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d at 1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR, 127 S.Ct. 
at 1740, 82 USPQ2d at1396. 

Re claim 4, Drummond et al. substantially discloses the invention except, the 
indicator being a truth value and the indicators corresponding to Boolean expressions 
having arithmetic comparison operators for the services with a numerical value. It would 
have been an obvious matter of design choice to have it programmed to have the 
indicator being a truth value and the indicators corresponding to Boolean expressions 
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having arithmetic comparison operators for the services with a numerical value, since 
such a modification would have involved the mere application of a known technique to a 
piece of prior art ready for improvement. Where a claimed improvement on a device or 
apparatus is no more than "the simple substitution of one known element for another or 
the mere application of a known technique to a piece of prior art ready for 
improvement," the claim is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 
USPQ.2d 1509, 1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR v. Teleflex, 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1740, 
82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 (2007)). Accordingly Applicant claims a combination that only 
unites old elements with no change in the respective functions of those old elements, 
and the combination of those elements yields predictable results; absent evidence that 
the modifications necessary to effect the combination of elements is uniquely 
challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim is unpatentable as 
obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d at 1518-19 (BPAI, 
2007) (citing KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1740, 82 USPQ2d at1396. 

Re claim 5, Drummond et al. substantially discloses the invention except, the 
indicators being determined using a table in which each indicator is assigned limiting 
values for the service features. It would have been an obvious matter of design choice 
to have it programmed to have the indicators being determined using a table in which 
each indicator is assigned limiting values for the service features, since such a 
modification would have involved the mere application of a known technique to a piece 
of prior art ready for improvement. Where a claimed improvement on a device or 
apparatus is no more than "the simple substitution of one known element for another or 
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the mere application of a known technique to a piece of prior art ready for 
improvement," the claim is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 
USPQ.2d 1509, 1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR v. Teleflex, 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1740, 
82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 (2007)). Accordingly Applicant claims a combination that only 
unites old elements with no change in the respective functions of those old elements, 
and the combination of those elements yields predictable results; absent evidence that 
the modifications necessary to effect the combination of elements is uniquely 
challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim is unpatentable as 
obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d at 1518-19 (BPAI, 
2007) (citing KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1740, 82 USPQ2d at1396. 

Re claim 6, Drummond et al. substantially discloses the invention except, a 
special entry which is always applicable being provided for a service feature. It would 
have been an obvious matter of design choice to have it programmed to have a special 
entry which is always applicable being provided for a service feature, since such a 
modification would have involved the mere application of a known technique to a piece 
of prior art ready for improvement. Where a claimed improvement on a device or 
apparatus is no more than "the simple substitution of one known element for another or 
the mere application of a known technique to a piece of prior art ready for 
improvement," the claim is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 
USPQ.2d 1509, 1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR v. Teleflex, 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1740, 
82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 (2007)). Accordingly Applicant claims a combination that only 
unites old elements with no change in the respective functions of those old elements, 
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and the combination of those elements yields predictable results; absent evidence that 
the modifications necessary to effect the combination of elements is uniquely 
challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim is unpatentable as 
obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d at 1518-19 (BPAI, 
2007) (citing KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1740, 82 USPQ2d at1396. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jinhee J. Lee whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1977. The examiner can normally be reached on M- F at 8:30AM-5PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Bashore can be reached on 571-272-2100 ext. 75. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2175 
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